The present study aims to investigate how they use specific academic language forms to signal organization and stance in the essays by Chinese EFL graduate students, especially non-English majors. Data in the study was collected from 159 non-English major graduate students in a university in central China, with 81 essays in the high-score group and 66 essays in the low-score group. The analysis indicates that stance markers displays a lower frequency than organizational markers and the students in the high-score group are more proficient in the use of frame markers and additive markers. Yet, a tendency to use boosters is identified both in the high-score group and low-score group.
Introduction
EFL writing is becoming increasingly important for EFL learners, especially for graduate students due to the fact that they have to complete the assignment of academic writing or send job application, even apply for overseas study [1] . Moreover, argumentation skills are vital for academic success [2] . However, it has still been a challenge for many EFL students. Many students are not proficient in expressing their ideas in an academically appropriate way or a critical way. While a number of studies on argumentative writing have been undertaken, the focus of previous studies was discourse structure and linguistic features. Few have examined how Chinese EFL students use metadiscourse to signal organization and stance. Moreover, research on the academic use of metadiscourse was limited. The research subjects have usually been ESL/EFL undergraduate students and very few have focused on Chinese EFL graduate students, especially non-English majors, for whom the English academic writing is a complex and demanding task.
The present study examines how Chinese EFL graduate students use organizational markers and stance markers in their argumentative essays. It seeks to reveal the academic awareness of the students. Based on the research findings, suggestions will be provided to help improve the instruction of argumentative writing and emphasize appropriate use of academic language forms in argumentative writing.
Theoretical Frameworks
In academic argumentative writing, students need to use a variety of discourse markers to signal arguments, stance and construct the argument structure [3, 4, 5] . Metadiscourse refers to linguistic features or devices employed by writers to signal text message and help the readers to interpret the text within particular contexts or communities [6] . Numerous theoretical and empirical studies have been conducted on metadiscourse [4, 5, 6, 7] . Hence, there are a variety of classifications and discourse functions in different contexts. However, of particular relevance to the present study is Uccelli et al.'s [5] framework, which is pragmatics-based. Adapting from Uccelli et al.'s [5] framework and Hyland's [6] metadiscourse, the current study classifies metadiscourse into organizational markers and stance markers. Organizational markers include Frame marker, Conclusion markers, Logical connectives and Code glosses. Stance markers include Hedges, Boosters and Deontic modality markers.
Methodology
The study attempts to explore the features of organizational and stance markers used in students' writing and their relationships with the overall writing quality. The participants in the study were 159 non-English graduate students from a science and technology university in China, majoring in sciences. The students were required to write an argumentative essay with 180 -250 words out of class. After the collection, 12 essays were found to be invalid due to insufficient number of words. Hence, the corpus consists of 147 argumentative essays. Two experienced English teachers scored the essays based on Qin and Karaback's [8] holistic scoring rubric. The scoring rubric scale ranged from 1 to 5. After pre-coding, the inter-rater reliability has reached 0.87. Discrepancies were resolved through discussion. Out of the 147 essays, the 4-5 score essays constituted the high-score group with 1-3 scores the low-score group. The coding of organizational markers followed the Table 1 . To ensure the reliable coding, pre-coding was conducted as well. An acceptable inter-rater reliability (k=0.84) was reached. 
Types of markers
Examples extracted from the corpus
Frame markers
First of all, customers are more likely to be cheated because they can not make the deals face to face.
Conclusion markers
In summary, shopping online brings more harm than benefits.
Additive markers
In addition, many e-commerce websites after-sales service are not very well.
Adversitive markers
However, online shopping deprived of the right that we enjoy these happiness.
Causal markers
Not only because it is convenient, but also it's economical.
Code glosses
Of course online shopping brings many benefits to customer, for example, convenience and variety.
Hedges
It may pose a threat to traditional transactions. Boosters I firmly believe that shopping online brings more benefits than harm. Deontic modality markers People should make better use of online shopping.
Results

Overall Frequency of Metadiscourse in Students' Writing
As is shown in Table 2 , a total of 1216 organizational markers occurred in the corpus with an average of 8.27 (SD=3.080) markers. Each essay included at least three organizational markers with 23 the most. Logical connectives (n=708) accounted for over half of the organizational markers. Most of the logical connectives were adversitive markers and causal markers which conformed to the characteristics of argumentative writing. There were 334 adversitive markers and 219 causal markers, averaging 2.27 (SD=1.586) and 1.49 (SD=1.537) with a range of 0-7 and 0-9 markers. There were 155 additive markers with an average of 1.05 (SD=1.109) markers. Nevertheless, only 93 essays included at least one additive marker mainly due to the exclusion of common connective 'and'. In addition, 36 essays included no conclusion marker which would be expected to appear at least once in each essay. Most of the students tended to use frame markers to sequence their arguments with an average of 1.88 (SD=1.404) markers. A total of 119 code glosses with an average of 0.81 (SD=0.799) appeared in only 90 essays, which indicated the students were not proficient in using code glosses to elaborate or to explain. As to stance markers, a lower frequency was displayed than that of organizational markers. 152 hedges with an average 1.03 (SD=1.202) occurred in only 85 essays. Only half of the essays included at least one booster. Moreover, less than half of the students used deontic modality markers. These indicated that the students may not be adept at the use of stance markers to express stance.
Comparison of Metadiscourse in the High-Score and Low-Score
As is presented in Table 3 , the high-score group included 81 essays with 66 essays in the low-score group. There were significant differences in the use of frame markers and additive markers between the high-score and low-score groups (p<0.05). The average use of frame markers in the high-score group was 2.20 (SD=1.355), which was more than that in the low-score group (M=1.48, SD=1.373). At the same time, additive markers averaged 1.35 (SD=1.373), which was nearly twice than that in the low-score group (M=0.70, SD=0.822). The average use of conclusion markers in the high-score group was significantly higher than that in the low-score group (p<0.05). However, no significant differences were identified between the high-score group and low-score group in the use of other organizational markers. With regard to stance markers, there were no significant differences between the high-score group and low-score group in the use of hedges, boosters and deontic modality markers. The average use of boosters and deontic modality marker was even less than one. 
Discussion
Frame markers are used to signal the overall structure and sequence of (counter-) arguments. The results indicated that there were significant differences in the use of frame markers and additive markers between the high-score and low-score groups. The average use of frame markers in the high-score group was significantly higher than that in the low-score group. At the same time, the number of additive markers was nearly twice than that in the low-score group. These revealed that students in the high-score group were more proficient in the use of frame markers and additive markers.
However, no significant differences were identified between the high-score group and low-score group in the use of other organizational markers (code glosses, adversitive markers and causal markers). Although no significant difference was identified, it was found that commonly used exemplifiers (i.e., for example, such as) were frequently used both in the high-score group and low-score group, and code glosses used in the high-score group were more various. No significant differences were found between the high-score group and low-score group in the use of adversitive markers and causal markers, which were the most frequently used in the essays. The result was consistent with previous findings that adversitive markers and causal markers were commonly used in the argumentative writing by Chinese EFL graduate students [9] . It indicates that Chinese EFL graduate students have preferance for using adversitive markers and causal markers to express their views. Yet, frequent use of these logic connectives could not necessarily improve the writing quality due to overuse or misuse [10] . With regard to stance markers, the results indicated there were no significant differences between the high-score group and low-score group in the use of hedges and boosters. The hedges used were nearly one per essay while the average use of boosters was even less than one. The results indicated that the students showed weak awareness of academic stance.
Conclusion
The primary objective of the present study is to investigate how the students use specific academic language forms to signal argument structure and stance in the essays. From the analysis, we found that a large number of organizational markers were used in the students' essays. There was a great variance in the use of the subtypes of organizational markers. The students in the high-score group were more proficient in the use of frame markers and additive markers to sequence their arguments, which showed positive correlations with writing quality. However, few code glosses were used to elaborate or to explain. At the same time, logical connectives accounted for over half of the organizational markers. Stance markers displayed a lower frequency than organizational markers. The use of hedges, boosters and deontic modality markers demonstrated no significant differences between the high-score group and low-score group. The variance in the use of metadiscourse provides the pedagogical implications. The academic vocabulary can be learned according to different classifications or functions. Specifically, the specific academic language forms for signaling organization and stance can be taught. Moreover, the students can be encouraged to analyze the published academic writing for them to get a better understanding of what are the commonly used markers, where and how they are used. Admittedly, the limitation existing in the study can not be ignored. Firstly, only one writing prompt was used in the present study. Two or more writing prompts could be used in the future study to examine whether writing prompts influence the development of argument structures. Second, a limited sample of EFL students of the same proficiency level was examined. Further study would benefit from a larger size of corpus with a greater range of proficiency levels.
